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Languages in which the sacred texts of religious traditions have been composed and 
preserved tend to be looked upon as more than ordinary languages. This is not only true 
of India. Hebrew has been considered the original language by Christians and Jews 
alike.1 This view, which in the case of the Jews is already attested before the beginning 
of our era, for the Christians of course somewhat later, survived right into the 19th 
century.2 A similar view was held by at least some Moslems with respect to Arabic, the 
language of the Koran and therefore of Allah himself, this in spite of the fact that the 
composition of the Koran can be dated very precisely in historical and relatively recent 
times.3 
 In India the followers of the Vedic tradition have always kept Sanskrit, the 
language of the Veda, in high regard. Sanskrit is the only correct language, other 
languages being incorrect. Patañjali's Vyåkaraˆa-Mahåbhå∑ya (ca. 150 B.C.E.), in its 
first chapter called Paspaßåhnika, distinguishes clearly between correct and incorrect 
words, pointing out that many incorrect words correspond to each correct word; besides 
correct gau˙ there are many incorrect synonyms: gåv¥, goˆ¥, gotå, gopotalikå, etc. There 
are various [397] reasons for using correct words only, the most important being that 
this produces virtue (dharma) and benefit (abhyudaya). Correct words are in fact used in 
many texts and regions; Patañjali mentions the earth with its seven continents and the 
three worlds, which shows that for him Sanskrit is the language of the universe. 
Sanskrit is also eternal. The reasons adduced to prove this may seem primitive to us, but 
they leave no doubt as to Patañjali's convictions. Someone who needs a pot, he points 
out, goes to a potter and has one made; someone who needs words, on the other hand, 
does not go to a grammarian to have them made.4 Some later authors refer to Sanskrit as 
the language of the gods (daiv¥ våk). Among them is Bhart®hari (Våkyapad¥ya 1.182), 
                                                
1 Borst, 1957-63: 147 f. etc. (for an enumeration of the pages dealing with the subject see p. 1946 n. 204); 
Scholem, 1957: 19, 146; Katz, 1982: 43-88. 
2 Borst, 1957-63: 1696; see also Olender, 1989. 
3 Mounin, 1985: 117; Borst, 1957-63: 337 f., 352 f.; Kopf, 1956: 55 f.; Loucel, 1963-64. 
4 Cp. Ibn Fåris' remark: "Il ne nous est point parvenu que quelque tribu arabe, dans une époque proche de 
la nôtre, se soit mise d'accord pour désigner quelque objet que ce soit, en formant une convention à son 
sujet." (tr. Loucel, 1963-64: II: 257). 
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who adds that this divine language has been corrupted by incompetent speakers.5 The 
M¥måµsakas and others, too, claim without hesitation that the Vedic texts, and 
therefore also their language, are eternal. I limit myself here to a quotation from 
Kumårila Bha††a's Ílokavårttika, which states:6 "For us the word go (‘cow’) is eternal; 
and people have an idea of the cow from such vulgar deformations of it as gåv¥, etc., 
only when it follows the original [correct] word (go); and such comprehension is due to 
the incapability [of the speaker to utter ... the original correct form of the word]." The 
example is the same as the one given by Patañjali, but Kumårila adds a dimension 
which we do not find in the Mahåbhå∑ya: the original word is go, and gåv¥ is nothing 
more [398] than a corruption of it.7 Helåråja, commenting on Våkyapad¥ya 3.3.30, is 
even more explicit when he states that in an earlier era (puråkalpe) language was free 
from corruptions.8 He follows here the ancient V®tti on Våkyapad¥ya 1.182 (146).9 [The 
much later author Annaµbha†ta, interestingly, holds the view that not only Sanskrit, but 
also other languages — like that of the Yavanas — were created by God in the 
beginning.]10 
 Brahmanism continued to use the language of its sacred texts. The same is true 
of Theravåda Buddhism, whose sacred language, at present known by the name Påli, is 
called Mågadh¥ by the Buddhists themselves.11 Mågadh¥, we read in Buddhaghosa's 
Visuddhimagga, is the original language (mËlabhåså) of all living beings, the natural 
form of expression (sabhåvanirutti).12 The Sammohavinodin¥, commentary to the 
Vibha∫ga of the Abhidhammapi†aka, ascribes the following opinion to a monk called 
Tissadatta:13 "[Suppose] the mother is a DamiÒ¥, the father an [399] Andhaka. Their 
[newly] born child, if it hears first the speech of the mother, it will speak the language 
                                                
5 A closely similar observation occurs in Bhart®hari's commentary on the Mahåbhå∑ya (‘D¥pikå’), Óhnika 
I p. 16 l. 29 - p. 17 l. 1: anye manyante/ iyaµ daiv¥ våk/ så tu puru∑åßakter ålasyåd vå prak¥rˆå/. See also 
Tripathi, 1986: 88. 
6 ÍlV, Íabdanityatådhikaraˆa, 276: goßabde 'vasthite 'småkaµ tadaßaktijakåritå/ gåvyåder api gobuddhir 
mËlaßabdånusåriˆ¥// Tr. Jha. 
7 Kumårila does not exclude the possibility that certain words, which are not (no longer?) in use among 
the Óryas because the objects designated are not familiar to them, survive among the Mlecchas; see 
Tantravårttika on 1.3.10. 
8 Ed. Iyer p. 143 l. 14: puråkalpe 'n®tådibhir ivåpabhraµßair api rahitå våg ås¥d ... 
9 Ed. Iyer p. 233-34: puråkalpe svaßar¥rajyoti∑åµ manu∑yåˆåµ yathaivån®tådibhir asa∫k¥rˆå våg ås¥t tathå 
sarvair apabhraµßai˙. See also p. 229 l. 1: ßabdaprak®tir apabhraµßa˙, and Iyer, 1964. 
10 See Uddyotana I p. 90-91: vastuta ¥ßvareˆa s®∑†ådåv arthaviße∑avat ßabdaviße∑å api s®∑†å eva .../ na hi 
tadån¥µ saµsk®tam eva s®∑†aµ na bhå∑åntaram ity atra månam asti, tattadyavanådis®∑†au tad¥yabhå∑åyå 
api tadån¥m eva s®∑†atvåt/ na hi te∑åm api prathamaµ saµsk®tenaiva vyavahåra˙ paßcåd 
apabhraµßarËpabhå∑åprav®ttir iti kalpanåyåµ månam asti/. 
11 Hinüber, 1977; 1986: 20. 
12 Vism p. 373 l. 30-31; see also Saddan¥ti p. 632 l. 4. 
13 Vibh-a p. 387 l. 29 - p. 388 l. 7: måtå damiÒ¥ pitå andhako/ tesaµ jåto dårako sace måtu kathaµ 
pa†hamaµ suˆåti damiÒabhåsaµ bhåsissati/ sace pitu kathaµ pa†hamaµ suˆåti andhakabhåsaµ bhåsissati/ 
ubhinnaµ pi pana kathaµ asuˆanto mågadhabhåsaµ bhåsissati/ yo pi agåmake mahåaraññe nibbatto 
tattha añño kathento nåma natthi so pi attano dhammatåya vacanaµ samu††håpento mågadhabhåsam eva 
bhåsissati/ niraye tiracchånayoniyaµ pettivisaye manussaloke devaloke ti sabbattha mågadhabhåså va 
ussannå/ tattha seså o††akiråtaandhakayonakadamiÒabhåsådikå a††hårasa bhåså parivattanti/ ayam ev' ekå 
yathåbhuccabrahmavohåraariyavohårasaµkhatå mågadhabhåså va na parivattati/. Cf. Hinüber, 1977: 239 
f. Similarly Pa†is-a I, p. 5, l. 27 ff. My wife, Joy Manné, drew my attention to this passage. 
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of the DamiÒas. If it hears first the speech of the father, it will speak the language of the 
Andhakas. But if it doesn't hear the speech of either of them, it will speak the language 
of the Mågadhas. Also someone who is born in a big jungle, devoid of villages, where 
no one else speaks, he too will by his own nature start to produce words and speak this 
same language of the Mågadhas.14 In hell, among the animals, in the realm of ghosts, in 
the world of men and in the world of gods, everywhere this same language of the 
Mågadhas is preponderant. The remaining eighteen languages — O††a, Kiråta, 
Andhaka, Yonaka, DamiÒa, etc. — undergo change in these [realms]. Only this 
language of the Mågadhas, rightly called language of Brahma and aryan language, does 
not change." The Mohavicchedan¥, which dates from the 12th - 13th century, goes to 
the extent of stating that all other languages are derived from Mågadh¥:15 "It (i.e., 
Mågadh¥) was first predominant in the hells and in the world of men and that of the 
gods. And afterwards the regional languages such as Andhaka, Yonaka, DamiÒa, etc., as 
well as the eighteen great languages, Sanskrit, etc., arose out of it." 
 
The Theravåda Buddhists considered Mågadh¥, i.e. Påli, the original language of all 
living beings. Not surprisingly, the Jains reserved this privilege for the language of their 
sacred texts, viz. Ardha-Mågadh¥. This position finds already expression in the Ardha-
Mågadh¥ canon. The Aupapåtika SËtra (56) states:16 [400] "With a voice that extends 
over a yojana, Lord Mahåv¥ra speaks in the Ardha-Mågadh¥ language, a speech which is 
in accordance with all languages. That Ardha-Mågadh¥ language changes into the own 
language of all those, both åryas and non-åryas." The Viyåhapaˆˆati adds that "the gods 
speak Ardha-Mågadh¥".17 We find the same position repeated in a work by a Jain author 
of the 11th century, Namisådhu. Interestingly, Namisådhu writes in Sanskrit, no longer 
in Prakrit. His commentary on Rudra†a's Kåvyålaµkåra 2.12 contains the following 
explanation of the word pråk®ta:18 "‘Pråk®ta’: The natural function of language, common 
to all men of this world and not beautified by [the rules of] grammar etc., this is the 
                                                
14 The idea that children who grow up without others will speak the original language is not unknown to 
the West; see Borst, 1957-63: 800, 870, 1050, etc. Experiments were carried out in order to identify the 
original language; Borst, 1957-63: 39 (Psammetichus, cf. Katz, 1982: 54), 756 (Frederick II), 1010-11 
(Jacob IV, 1473-1513), etc. (See p. 1942 n. 191 for further cases.) 
15 Mohavicchedan¥ p. 186 l. 14 f., cited in Hinüber, 1977: 241: så (sc. Mågadh¥) va apåyesu manusse 
devaloke c'eva pa†hamaµ ussannå/ pacchå ca tato andhakayonakadamiÒådi-desabhåså c'eva 
sakka†ådia††hårasamahåbhåså ca nibattå/. 
16 bhagavaµ mahåv¥re ... savvabhåsåˆugåmiˆ¥e sarassa¥e joyaˆan¥håriˆå sareˆaµ addhamågahåe bhåsåe 
bhåsai ... så vi ya ˆaµ addhamågahå bhåså tesiµ savvesiµ åriyamaˆåriyåˆaµ appaˆo sabhåsåe 
pariˆåmeˆaµ pariˆamai. Leumann, 1883: 61; cited in Norman, 1976: 17; 1980: 66. Similar remarks at 
Samavåya 34; Viy (ed. Nathamal) 9.33.149. 
17 Viy 5.4.24: devå ˆaµ addhamågahåe bhåsåe bhåsaµti. Cf. Deleu, 1970: 108. 
18 Namisådhu p. 31; cited in Nitti-Dolci, 1938: 159: pråk®teti/ sakalajagajjantËnåµ vyåkaraˆådibhir 
anåhitasaµskåra˙ sahajo vacanavyåpåra˙ prak®ti˙/ tatra bhavaµ saiva vå pråk®tam/ ‘årisavayaˆe siddhaµ 
devåˆaµ addhamågahå båˆ¥’ ityådivacanåd vå pråk pËrvaµ k®taµ pråk®taµ bålamahilådisubodhaµ 
sakalabhå∑ånibandhanabhËtaµ vacanam ucyate/ meghanirmuktajalam ivaikasvarËpaµ tad eva ca 
deßaviße∑åt saµskårakaraˆåc ca samåsåditaviße∑aµ sat saµsk®tådyuttaravibhedån åpnoti/ ata eva 
ßåstrak®tå pråk®tam ådau nirdi∑†am/ tadanu saµsk®tåd¥ni/ 
BUDDHIST HYBRID SANSKRIT  4 
 
 
basis (prak®ti). That which is in this [basis], or that [basis] itself is [called] Pråk®ta.19 
Alternatively, Pråk®ta is pråk k®ta ‘what has been made before’ on the basis of the 
statement ‘it has been established in the Jain canon (år∑avacana, lit. words of the ®∑is) 
that Ardha-Mågadh¥ is the speech of the gods’ and other statements. [Prakrit] is said to 
be a language easy to understand for children and women, the origin of all languages. 
Like the water released by a cloud, it has but one form, yet, once differences have 
entered because of the difference between regions and because of beautification, it 
acquires the later distinctions between Sanskrit and the other languages. This is why the 
author of our treatise (i.e. Rudra†a) has mentioned Prakrit at the beginning, and after 
that Sanskrit etc." [401] We see that Namisådhu goes to the extent of considering 
Ardha-Mågadh¥ the predecessor of Sanskrit, from which the latter has been derived. It is 
also clear from this passage that Namisådhu, who wrote in Sanskrit, took this idea from 
his sacred texts, which themselves were still composed in Ardha-Mågadh¥. 
 We have seen that both the Theravåda Buddhists and the Jains believed that the 
language of their sacred texts was the original language of all living beings. Both went 
to the extent of claiming that also Sanskrit had descended from their respective original 
languages. This is not particularly surprising in the case of the Theravådins, who went 
on using their original language. The Jains, on the other hand, shifted to Sanskrit. 
Potentially this was very embarrassing for them. For by doing so they abandoned their 
original language, in order to turn to the very language which the rival Brahmins 
claimed to be original and eternal. 
 The example of Namisådhu shows that the later Jains based their conviction on 
statements dating from the time when Ardha-Mågadh¥ was still in use. This is of interest 
because the Jains who used Sanskrit were in a position closely similar to that of those 
Buddhists who used Sanskrit but whose sacred texts were, at least partly, in Hybrid 
Sanskrit. A crucial difference, however, is that, to my knowledge, no Hybrid Sanskrit 
text claims to be composed in the original language of all living beings. 
 Before we consider the question how the Buddhists explained the use of Hybrid 
Sanskrit in their sacred texts, we must return once more to the language of the Veda. I 
stated earlier that the Brahmins continued to use the language of the Veda, but this is of 
course not completely true. Vedic differs in various respects from the classical 
language, and indeed much of Vedic literature did not fail to become unintelligible even 
to speakers of Sanskrit. This problem was already acute in the time of Yåska, one of the 
aims of whose Nirukta is precisely to find the meaning of unknown Vedic words. We 
also know that already Påˆini, who may antedate Yåska, gives an incomplete analysis 
of the Vedic verb. Both the Vedic Brahmins and the Buddhists whose sacred texts were 
                                                
19 A similar argument is found in the V®tti on Bhart®hari's Våkyapad¥ya, and in the latter's 
Mahåbhå∑yad¥pikå; see below. 
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in Hybrid Sanskrit found themselves therefore in closely similar situations. Both of 
them used classical Sanskrit, whereas their sacred texts had been preserved in languages 
that, though related to classical Sanskrit, were in many respects clearly different from it. 
[402] 
 The Vedic Brahmins solved this problem by denying its existence. This is 
particularly clear from the well-known refutation of Kautsa in the Nirukta (1.15-16). 
Kautsa claimed that the Vedic mantras have no meaning. Among the reasons he 
adduces the most important one for our purposes is that they are unintelligible.20 To 
illustrate this Kautsa cites a number of obscure Vedic forms. Yåska's reply is 
categorical:21 "It is no deficiency of the post that a blind man does not see it; the 
deficiency lies with the man." Vedic is therefore a form of Sanskrit that uses words and 
verbal forms that are not in common use in classical Sanskrit; that is not however the 
fault of the Vedic language, but rather of the person who is content not to employ those 
forms. For essentially, the words of Vedic and of classical Sanskrit are identical.22 
 A similar discussion occurs in the M¥måµså SËtra and Íåbara Bhå∑ya.23 Here 
too we are reassured that the sentence-meaning in Vedic is no different from classical 
Sanskrit,24 and that "the meaning is there; only there is ignorance of it".25 The repetition 
of this discussion in the basic work of M¥måµså shows how important it was for 
Brahmanism to emphasize the continuity — or rather: essential identity — between 
[403] Vedic and classical Sanskrit. Because the two are identical, there is no need to 
state that one of them is the original, eternal language, and the other a development of 
the former. In fact, both are original and eternal, because they together constitute one 
and the same language. (This explains how Yåska's Nirukta (2.2) can derive Vedic 
primary nouns from classical verbal roots, and classical nouns from Vedic roots.) 
 
The situation of the Vedic Brahmins was in many respects parallel to that of those 
Buddhists who used Sanskrit but preserved sacred texts in Hybrid Sanskrit. And the 
solution accepted by the Brahmins would do equally well in the case of the Buddhists. 
They could simply deny that Hybrid Sanskrit is a different language, and maintain that 
it is essentially identical with classical Sanskrit, just like Vedic. There are some 
                                                
20 Nir 1.15: athåpy avispa∑†årthå bhavanti. 
21 Nir 1.16: yatho etad avispa∑†årthå bhavant¥ti nai∑a sthåˆor aparådho yad enam andho na paßyati 
puru∑åparådha˙ sa bhavati. 
22 Nir 1.16: arthavanta˙ ßabdasåmånyåt. 
23 M¥S 1.2.31-45 (31-53); pp. 48-69 in the Ónandåßrama edition, pp. 74-86 in Jha's translation. 
24 M¥S 1.2.32 (siddhånta)/40: avißi∑†as tu våkyårtha˙. Cp. also M¥S 1.3.30 prayogacodanåbhåvåd 
arthaikatvam avibhågåt, which Clooney (1990: 133) translates: "(A word used in ordinary and Vedic 
contexts) has the same meaning in both, because they are not differentiated; for there are no (special) 
injunctions in regard to the usage (prayoga) of words." Biardeau (1964: 84) translates the first compound 
of this sËtra: "(Sinon), il n'y aurait pas d'injonction de quelque chose à faire." 
25 M¥S 1.2.41/49: sata˙ param avijñånam. Tr. Jha. 
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indications that this is indeed the solution that was chosen by at least some Buddhists. 
We consider first one of the surviving Buddhist Sanskrit grammars. 
 A number of such grammars have come down to us.26 Generally they make no 
mention of Hybrid Sanskrit, and confine themselves to describing the classical 
language. The only exception appears to be the Kaumåralåta, called after its author 
Kumåralåta. This grammar is the first Buddhist Sanskrit grammar we know of, and only 
some fragments of it, found in Turkestan, have survived. Fortunately these fragments 
allow us to observe, with Scharfe (1977: 162): "Just as Påˆini has special rules for 
Vedic forms, Kumåralåta makes allowances for peculiar forms of the Buddhist 
scriptures that resulted from their transposition into Sanskrit from Middle Indo-Aryan 
dialects (e.g. bhåveti for bhåvayati, bhe∑yati for bhavi∑yati and elisions of final -aµ/-
iµ). The name used for these forms [is] år∑a ‘belonging to the ®∑i-s,’ ..."27 
 Påˆini's grammar uses once (1.1.16) the word anår∑a, in the sense avaidika ‘non-
Vedic’ according to the interpretation of the [404] Kåßikå.28 Kumåralåta's use of år∑a 
suggests therefore that he looked upon Hybrid Sanskrit as on a par with Vedic. And just 
as Vedic is not considered another language than classical Sanskrit by the Brahmins, 
one might think that Kumåralåta looked upon Hybrid Sanskrit as essentially the same 
language as classical Sanskrit. 
 Here, however, we have to be circumspect. The Jains, too, use the term år∑a to 
refer to their sacred language, which is Ardha-Mågadh¥. But the Jains do not think that 
Ardha-Mågadh¥ is a form of Sanskrit, in their opinion it is the source of Sanskrit.29 All 
this we have seen. For the position of the Buddhists with regard to Hybrid Sanskrit we 
need, therefore, further evidence. 
 Unfortunately none of the other surviving Buddhist Sanskrit grammars deal with 
Hybrid Sanskrit, nor indeed with Vedic. It is possible that the Cåndra Vyåkaraˆa once 
had an Adhyåya dealing with Vedic forms.30 None of it has however been preserved, so 
that it is not possible to see whether these rules were used to explain Hybrid Sanskrit 
forms. 
 There is however a passage in Candrak¥rti's commentary on Óryadeva's 
Catu˙ßataka which can throw further light upon our question. The commentary survives 
                                                
26 See Scharfe, 1977: 162 ff. 
27 For details, see Lüders, 1930: 686, 693-95. See also Ruegg, 1986: 597. 
28 P. 1.1.16: sambuddhau ßåkalyasyetåv anår∑e. The Kåßikå explains: ot iti vartate/ sambuddhinimitto ya 
okåra˙ sa ßåkalyasya åcåryasya matena prag®hyasañjño bhavati itißabde anår∑e avaidike parata˙/ våyo iti 
våyav iti/ bhåno iti bhånav iti/ etc. 
29 This is not necessarily true of all Jains. Hemacandra, who uses the term år∑a and describes the language 
concerned, does not appear to give evidence that he looked upon this language as the source of Sanskrit 
(unless his use of poråˆa ‘old’ in connection with this language (IV.287; see Hoernle, 1880: xviii f.) 
shows the opposite). Cf. Ghosal, 1969. 
30 See Oberlies, 1989: 2-3. 
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only in Tibetan translation, which has recently been edited, studied and translated into 
English by Tom J. F. Tillemans. 
 Candrak¥rti cites, under kårikå 278 of the Catu˙ßataka, a verse which has been 
preserved in its original form in the SamådhiråjasËtra (9.26) as well as in Candrak¥rti's 
own [405] Prasannapadå (on MËlamadhyamakakårikå 25.3) where it is cited, too. The 
verse reads:31 
 
niv®tti32 dharmåˆa na asti dharmå 
ye neha33 ast¥ na te jåtu asti/ 
ast¥ti nåst¥ti ca kalpanåvatåm 




"In extinction dharmas are without dharmas. Whatever is inexistent in this 
[state] does not exist at all. For those who imagine `existence' and `inexistence' 
and practise accordingly, suffering will not cease."34 
 
 Note that this verse is not written in classical Sanskrit. In the Prasannapadå this 
fact is not so much as hinted at. In his commentary on the Catu˙ßataka, on the other 
hand, Candrak¥rti makes two grammatical remarks in this connection. The first one 
reads, in translation:35 "Here (i.e., in the words niv®tti dharmåˆa na asti dharmå) the 
seventh case-ending (i.e., of the locative) does not appear [in niv®tti], in accordance 
with the sËtra: ‘for sup, [substitute] su, luk, etc.’" 
 The sËtra to which Candrak¥rti refers is, of course, P 7.1.39: supåµ 
sulukpËrvasavarˆåccheyå∂å∂yåyåjåla˙. This, however, is a Vedic sËtra! The preceding 
rule contains the term chandasi, and the phenomena described by 39 itself leave no 
room for doubt as to their Vedic nature. Candrak¥rti apparently feels no [406] hesitation 
to explain a Hybrid Sanskrit form with a Vedic rule of the A∑†ådhyåy¥. 
 Candrak¥rti's second grammatical remark on the same quoted verse confirms this 
impression. It concerns the singular na asti, where we would expect na santi. Here 
Candrak¥rti notes:36 "Correctly speaking one would say na santi (Tib. rnams yod min). 
But in accordance with the rule to the effect that ‘it should be stated that verbal endings 
                                                
31 In Tibetan (Tillemans, 1990: II: 8): mya ngan 'das la chos rnams chos yod min/ 'di na gang med de dag 
gzhar yang med// yod dang med ces rtog pa dang ldan zhing/ de ltar spyod rnams sdugs bnga/ zhi mi 
'gyur// 
32 The Prasannapadå has nirv®tti. 
33 This reading agrees with the Prasannapadå and with the Tibetan. The SamådhiråjasËtra has yeneti nåsti. 
See further Tillemans, 1990: II: 9 n. 1. 
34 Tr. Tillemans, 1990: I: 117. 
35 Tillemans, 1990: II: 8: 'dir "sup rnams kyi su mi mngon par byas so" zhes bya ba la sogs ba'i mdor byas 
pa bdun pa mi mngon par byas pa'o. For the translation, cf. Tillemans, 1990: I: 118, 235-36 n. 154. 
36 Tillemans, 1990: II: 10: legs par bshad pa las ni rnams yod min zhes bya bar 'gyur mod kyi "tingåm ni 
ting ngor gyur ro zhes bya ba brjod par bya'o" zhes bya ba'i mtshan nyid las na chos yod min zhes gsungs 
so. Cf. Tillemans, 1990: I: 118, 236 n. 158. 
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(ti∫) are [substituted] for [other] verbal endings’, [the verse] says na asti dharmå (Tib. 
chos yod min)." The rule here invoked can be identified as a line from the Mahåbhå∑ya 
on the same Påˆinian sËtra 7.1.39. This line reads: ti∫åµ ca ti∫o bhavant¥ti 
vaktavayam,37 and concerns, again, Vedic forms. 
 The above passages support the view that at least some Buddhists held the 
opinion that Buddhist Hybrid Sanskrit was not really a different language from classical 
Sanskrit. We must now consider a passage in Bhart®hari's Våkyapad¥ya which may 
indicate the opposite for certain other Buddhists. We have already had an occasion to 
refer to verse 1.182 of this text, according to the first half of which the divine language 
— i.e., Sanskrit — has been corrupted by incompetent speakers. The second half of the 
verse contrasts this view with another one:38 "The upholders of impermanence, on the 
other hand, hold the opposite view with regard to this doctrine." The precise meaning of 
‘upholders of impermanence’ (anityadarßin) is not specified, but it is at least 
conceivable that Buddhists are meant; the Buddhists, after all, considered 
impermanence one of their key doctrines, and used this very term anitya to refer to it. 
The point of view adopted by these upholders of impermanence is less problematic: 
they apparently believed that the so-called ‘corrupt language’, rather than deriving from 
Sanskrit, was [407] the source of the latter. This is indeed how the ancient V®tti 
understands the line, for it explains:39 "The upholders of impermanence, on the other 
hand, ... say that Prakrit constitutes the collection of correct words, [because Pråk®ta 
means] ‘that which is in the basis’ (prak®tau bhava). But later on a modification has 
been established which is fixed by men of impaired understanding, by means of accents 
and other refinements (saµskåra)." The ‘modification’ here mentioned, which is 
characterized by accents and other refinements, is, of course, Sanskrit. 
 This passage from the V®tti contains points of similarity with Namisådhu's 
defence of Prakrit studied above. This suggests that the V®tti refers here to Jains rather 
than to Buddhists. Does this indicate that also the Våkyapad¥ya refers here to Jains, and 
not to Buddhists? 
 Here several points have to be considered. First of all, it is more than likely that 
the author of the V®tti is different from the author of the verses explained in it.40 Equally 
important is the fact that the Våkyapad¥ya never uses the word Pråk®ta to refer to a 
language different from Sanskrit. Bhart®hari does mention the term in this sense in his 
commentary on the Mahåbhå∑ya, but there in the context of ‘some’ who hold that 
                                                
37 Mbh III p. 256 l. 14. 
38 VP 1.182cd: anityadarßinåµ tv asmin våde buddhiviparyaya˙. 
39 V®tti on VP 1.182 [146], ed. Iyer p. 234: anityavådinas tu ... prak®tau bhavaµ pråk®taµ sådhËnåµ 
ßabdånåµ samËham åcak∑ate/ vikåras tu paßcåd vyavasthåpita˙, ya˙ saµbhinnabuddhibhi˙ puru∑ai˙ 
svarasaµskårådibhir nirˆ¥yate iti// 
40 Cf. Bronkhorst, 1988; and the introduction to the doctoral thesis by Jan E. M. Houben (1995). 
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Prakrit words are eternal.41 The ‘some’ here referred to can hardly be the ‘upholders of 
impermanence’.42 Add to this that all the three passages considered from the 
Mahåbhå∑yad¥pikå, from the V®tti and from Namisådhu's commentary mention the 
same grammatical explanation (pråk®ta = prak®tau bhava) and it is tempting to conclude 
that these three [408] passages, unlike Våkyapad¥ya 1.182cd, refer to the same current 
of thought, probably Jainism. 
 It seems, then, at least possible to maintain that Våkyapad¥ya 1.182cd refers to 
Buddhists who held that their sacred texts were composed in a language which, though 
appearing corrupt to orthodox Brahmins, represents in reality the origin of Sanskrit. 
Since we have no reason to believe that Bhart®hari was acquainted with the Påli 
tradition and with its belief that this language was identical with Mågadh¥, the original 
language, we are led to the conclusion that he may here refer to Buddhists who believed 
that some kind of Buddhist Hybrid Sanskrit was the original language, which formed 
the basis of other languages, including Sanskrit.43 
 
The preceding considerations have made clear that the different religious currents of 
classical India which we have considered all shared the belief that their sacred texts 
were composed in the earliest language, the source of all other languages. In the case of 
Theravåda Buddhism and Jainism, this position was fairly straightforward. Their sacred 
languages, Mågadh¥ (i.e. Påli) and Ardha-Mågadh¥ respectively, were the source of all 
other languages, including Sanskrit. The position of the Vedic Brahmins was slightly 
more complicated, for the differences between Vedic and classical Sanskrit are 
considerable. But neither of these two was claimed to be the source of the other. Rather, 
Vedic and classical Sanskrit were maintained to constitute together one single language 
which, of course, was the language of the gods, the eternal language. It appears that at 
least some of those Buddhists who preserved sacred texts in Hybrid Sanskrit took 
essentially the same position as the Brahmins. They looked upon the language of their 
sacred texts as fundamentally identical with classical Sanskrit. They even used Vedic 
rules of Påˆini to account for some of the special features of Hybrid Sanskrit. One line 
in Bhart®hari's Våkyapad¥ya, on the other hand, suggests that perhaps some of these 
Buddhists, too, [409] entertained the claim that their sacred language was the source of 
Sanskrit. 
                                                
41 Mahåbhå∑yad¥pikå, Óhnika I p. 16 l. 28-29: kecid evaµ manyante/ ya evaite pråk®tå˙ ßabdå˙ ta evaite 
nityå˙/ prak®tau bhavå˙ pråk®tå˙/ 
42 Note however that elsewhere in the same commentary (p. 23 l. 24) Bhart®hari ascribes a concept of 
eternality to the ‘upholders of momentariness’: ... k∑aˆikavådinåm avicchedena prav®ttir yå så nityatå. 
43 Hinüber (1988: 17-18; 1989) draws attention to the fact that some kinds of Buddhist Sanskrit remain 
faithful to Middle-Indic, whereas others manifest the desire to adjust to correct Sanskrit. It is of course 
not impossible that these two tendencies were accompanied, or even inspired, by different views 
regarding the original language. See Hinüber's (1989: 349) remarks about Aßvagho∑a's ideas concerning 
the language of the Buddha. 
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